the old counter-revolutionary parties," among which he included Trotskyists and "right deviationists." 7 According to April 1933 guidelines, the purge was to target "double dealers," "alien elements," and other categories; it was scheduled to begin in Moscow and some other areas on June 1 st . 8 The 1933 purge "expelled about 18 percent of the party's members." The largest single group targeted consisted of "inactive" party members, while former oppositionists supposedly were a small minority. 9 Official categories, however, most likely failed to reveal the extent of the purge's political character. The party had already established a pattern of using the purges to cull dissenters. In the 1920s purges, quotas were assigned and categories devised in order to "camouflage the charge of Trotskyism." Therefore, it was difficult to determine the actual reasons for purging individuals based on the statistical categories provided by the party. 10 Shliapnikov had helped to organize the 1921 purge, but had not been able to prevent the purging of his political supporters, under cover of other charges.
Shliapnikov worked in Gosudarstvennyi komitet po planirovaniiu (Gosplan) RSFSR in 1933 and was purged from its party cell in June 1933. He appealed to Stalin, to the purge commissions of Bauman raion (district) and Moscow oblast (region), and to the Central Purge Commission. Stalin deflected his appeal, but each commission interviewed him anew. Shliapnikov insisted on recounting his work on behalf of the party; he refused to make a wholesale condemnation of his previous stands or to characterize them as linked. He demanded evidence for the charges against him, gave sarcastic retorts, and made ironic jokes. Shliapnikov's behavior during the purge was neither outright resistance, nor abject submission, but was nuanced and multifaceted, just as his political behavior had been during other episodes of his life. His dialogue with purge commission members reflected an alternative understanding of party spirit (partiinost´) and a stance that lay somewhere between resistance and compliance. 11 Shliapnikov wanted to remain within the party, but not at the cost of smearing his political past, and he held out hope that in the long term the revolutionary workers' movement would outlive the distortions of the 1930s. During these months, he suffered from 50% hearing loss, which limited his ability to respond to charges against him and contributed to his obvious exhaustion by the end of each purge session.
Transcripts of Shliapnikov's dialogue with purge commission members at each level were preserved in Shliapnikov's Party Control Commission file in Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi arkhiv sotsial´no-politicheskoi istorii (RGASPI). Other relevant records include those of the Gosplan RSFSR party cell in Tsentral´nyi arkhiv obshchestvennykh dvizhenii goroda Moskvy (TsAODM) and materials confiscated from Shliapnikov and held in Tsentral´nyi arkhiv Federal´noi Sluzhby Bezopasnosti (TsA FSB). 12 Unfortunately, these materials do not provide a complete picture of the way in which the party planned and carried out the purge. Central Control Commission protocols and internal memoranda (RGASPI, fond 589), which would provide a much better understanding of the purges and other political developments within the Party, are still off limits to academic researchers. Nevertheless, the transcripts of Shliapnikov's purge sessions offer revealing clues about the internal dynamics of the purge.
Before analyzing Shliapnikov's purge sessions, this paper will discuss several other significant episodes in his political life in 1932 and 1933. These are important for understanding his purge. Shliapnikov's exclusion from the party was preceded in early 1932 by condemnation and suppression of his historical works on 1917, in late 1932 by a political investigation of his friend and political ally Sergei Pavlovich Medvedev, by Shliapnikov's implication in a couple of minor scandals related to housing in late 1932 and early 1933, and in early 1933 by accusations that he made an anti-party speech at a meeting of the Gosplan RSFSR party cell. 16 In the name of the Central Committee, the party Organizational Bureau (Orgburo) resolved to stop publishing and distributing Shliapnikov's works and to require that he acknowledge his errors in them or be expelled from the party. 17 Two days later, in a letter to his friend Aleksandra Mikhailovna Kollontai, Shliapnikov complained of "medieval" forms of criticism of his books, which he nevertheless was determined to continue writing, despite knowing that they were "already out of fashion" and "without any real hope that [they] will see light anytime soon." 18 After the Orgburo session, Shliapnikov wrote to the Politburo to dispute the Orgburo's accusations against him and his books. First pointing out that Lenin had not objected to the books, he protested that some in the Orgburo criticized his books without having read them and that some criticizing him there had not even been Bolshevik party members in 1917. Despite Shliapnikov's request that the Politburo change the Orgburo's decision and give Shliapnikov the opportunity to eliminate from his books places that allow "incorrect interpretation," 19 acknowledged errors in his memoirs of 1917, but changed the wording of the Orgburo's accusations significantly. Thus, Shliapnikov made his errors appear less grievous. For example, instead of the Orgburo's assertion that he had "denied the hegemony of the proletariat", Shliapnikov wrote that he had poorly formulated his ideas, thus giving rise to the conclusion that he had denied the proletariat's hegemony. Nevertheless, the "confession" as it appeared in Pravda on March 9 th changed Shliapnikov's nuanced wording to a cruder and more thorough repentance. 21 In June 1932, several months after his books were banned, Shliapnikov received an appointment as a member of the presidium of Gosplan RSFSR, as director of the construction sector (stroisektor). Although this was not a position of great responsibility, it attested that party leaders wanted to employ Shliapnikov in some capacity. Nevertheless, episodes later that year testified to Shliapnikov's insecure position within the party. In the fall of 1932, the CCC questioned his friend and former co-leader of the Workers' Opposition, Sergei Pavlovich Medvedev, about Martemian Nikitich Riutin's circulation of a treatise criticizing collectivization and attacking Stalin's leadership. 22 Shliapnikov and Medvedev had often been the joint target of CCC investigations in the past. Shliapnikov, who was in Kislovodsk on vacation, wrote to Medvedev that no one there had seen Riutin's platform, but that diverse rumors circulated about it. He wrote, "The Riutin affair and others were received as a sensation." Moreover, he reported talk of "reform" among senior and midlevel bureaucrats vacationing in Kislovodsk, as they took walks in the park. Shliapnikov did not report participating in such talks, but in writing to Medvedev, he expressed skepticism about the affair, commenting that the "group" seemed more like a "conglomerate" and that "on the whole affair lies the stamp of hurry and lack of completion." The press reported that Vasilii Nikolaevich Kaiurov was supposed to provide a link with the Workers' Opposition. Shliapnikov wrote that in the CCC they must know that Kaiurov was never involved in the Workers' Opposition, but that "to someone it was interesting to 'link' us, but not successfully. In late 1932 and early 1933, Shliapnikov came to the attention of the CCC through a housing dispute in the residential cooperative where he lived and in which he was an elected administrator. After a cooperative member, Dr. Klinkovshtein, was arrested on political charges, two rooms in Klinkovshtein's apartment were given to a party official, Volkov, outside of the formal process and by means of intervention from CC members. When Klinkovshtein returned with permission to live in Moscow, he appealed for return of the rooms. Shliapnikov and other cooperative administrators, as well as court officials, attempted to follow established official procedures in settling the matter, whereupon Volkov accused Shliapnikov of defending a counterrevolutionary element. The CCC rebuked Shliapnikov and others for committing a political mistake. Emel´ian Mikhailovich Iaroslavskii changed the decision to a rebuke only to Shliapnikov and a warning to all others. 24 Before the affair was over, it had become so tense that a courtyard dispute between Shliapnikov and a drunken guest of Volkov, about the guest having parked his car illegally, ended up before the CCC. Despite the character references Shliapnikov presented not only for himself but also for his German shepherd puppy (accused of menacing Volkov's guests), Iaroslavskii again assigned primary responsibility for the dispute to Shliapnikov. 25 he e e e J J J Ja a a an n n nu u u ua a a ar r r ry y y y 1 1 1 19 9 9 93 3 3 33 3 3 3 C C C CC C C C p p p pl l l le e e en n n nu u u um m m m
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The next significant episode leading up to Shliapnikov's purge occurred in January 1933, when Shliapnikov was pilloried for remarks he allegedly made at a January 27 th Gosplan RSFSR party cell meeting. Shliapnikov disputed the recorded version of his remarks. On January 27 th and 28 th , the party cells of Gosplan RSFSR and of Upravlenie narodnokhoziaistvennogo uchëta (UNKhU) RSFSR met to discuss the results of the January CC plenum. 26 Mikhail Ivanovich Rogov, chair of Gosplan RSFSR, gave the chief report on the 27 th . 27 There was no verbatim transcript of the meeting, but a cell secretary took notes from Shliapnikov's speech. 28 not prepared a copy of the speech, because his remarks were impromptu. He had not planned to speak, but a member of the cell, M.N. Smirnov, had advised him that he was expected to say something. Immediately after Shliapnikov spoke, he left to attend another event, so he was not present to rebut criticism of his speech. 29 Among the controversial things Kuliabichev on the 27 th recorded Shliapnikov as saying, were: 1) that he would discuss political questions in his speech to provide an instructive example to the younger members on how to do so; 2) that the October Revolution gave nothing to the bedniak (poor peasant); and 3) that discussion within the party was acceptable and that he would participate in discussion if the party would allow it before the next congress. After Shliapnikov's departure, Smirnov and Luppov condemned his speech. They interpreted point 3 of Kuliabichev's notes to mean that Shliapnikov approved of individual disagreement with party decisions. Luppov called on others to criticize Shliapnikov, but the next several speakers either did not answer the call or did so only half-heartedly. At that point, the chairman, Golikov, postponed the meeting until the following day. 30 On the 28 th , Shliapnikov left his office in mid-afternoon to run errands. As he made his way home in the evening, a party organizer at Gosplan RSFSR, Kalmykov, caught up with him and asked him to return to Gosplan, since there were speeches against him in the party cell. At the cell, Shliapnikov was presented with a version of the speech he had given on the 27 th , which he insisted was incorrect. 31 A few days later, he reconstituted from memory his speech of the 27 th and sent it to the Gosplan RSFSR party cell. In his version, he expressed support for party policy on collectivization and industrialization and condemned the RiutinSlepkov and Eismont-Tolmachev-Smirnov groups. When referring to his past oppositional struggle, he insisted that he did not violate partiinost´. Furthermore, he agreed that party members must implement plenum decisions like military orders. Mentioning conversations in the corridor during the meeting, he expressed disapproval of these. Rather than holding hallway discussions that could lead to factionalism, he said that it was preferable to discuss doubts in the party assembly. His reference to hallway conversations risked exposing to criticism cell members, who might have condemned him in order to escape condemnation themselves. He said that when he compared the politotdely (political sections) being created under collectivization to those that were created during the civil war, he had specified their creation under "different conditions". Clarifying his thoughts on the bednota, he said that the aid it received from the soviet government before collectivization did not help it emerge from poverty, but that collectivization offered more promising results. 32 Shliapnikov's post factum rendering of his speech might not have precisely reflected what he actually said at the meeting; perhaps he clarified his remarks after taking into consideration the criticisms he had already heard.
On the 28 th , eight speakers harshly criticized Shliapnikov, while eight criticized him mildly and ten said nothing at all about him. Meteletskaia of the Moscow city party committee (Mosgorkom), who criticized Shliapnikov especially harshly, complained that "former oppositionists" had "insufficiently rebuffed" Shliapnikov's speech. 33 When Shliapnikov responded to criticism, he allowed that he might have spoken unclearly and have been misunderstood. Nevertheless, he denied having said what others had attributed to him. Asserting that he had had no differences with the party since 1927, he challenged his critics to provide evidence that he had doubted party policy on collectivization or the five-year plans. Emphasizing that in the past, he only participated in discussion of party decisions when the party allowed it, he insisted that he did not violate party statutes. When asked whether the party could trust him, he responded that party members should be trusted if there was no proof that they had conducted work against the party. 34 Shliapnikov's interpretation of party legality ran counter to that which prevailed among Stalinists.
Those present unanimously accepted a unified proposal that approved the CC plenum's decisions and condemned Shliapnikov for making "antiparty assertions," for "not giving full criticism to his former mistakes," and for not providing "a clear party evaluation of counterrevolutionary group Eismont-Smirnov and others." Further, it was resolved that he should no longer lead his kruzhok (circle) on study of the January plenum's decisions. Corrections were accepted condemning the former oppositionists Garshenin and Itkin 35 for not having criticized Shliapnikov, but these were not unanimous. 36 Meteletskaia, a hardliner, reported to the CCC on the January 27-28 th assemblies. She accused Shliapnikov in vivid Stalinist vocabulary of making "antiparty errors" in his speech on the 28 th. Moreover, she was incensed that some party members did not condemn Shliapnikov in their speeches. She had proposed the condemnation of all those who did not comment on Shliapnikov's speech, but was not successful. The final resolution was far milder, targeting only Garshenin and refusing to remove him as leader of his kruzhok. Meteletskaia complained that the cell was rotten with "Philistine conciliationist moods." 37 In his appeal of the cell's decision regarding him, Shliapnikov noted that those who had spoken most sharply against him, the Bauman raikom representatives and Mosgorkom instructors, had not even been present on the 27 th . He subverted the Stalinists' language, asserting that when Meteletskaia distorted his January 28 th speech, she was "unmasked" -the cell "rebuffed" her. Shliapnikov usually did not use such language, but employed it sardonically here. Insisting that he had been condemned on the basis of an incorrect protocol, he added for corroboration the admission of Golikov, the cell secretary, that the protocol had been "conducted inattentively and that others could not recognize their speeches according to it." Finally, he proposed a motive for the false accusations -that some of his accusers might have attributed to him "their own thoughts" in order to offer them for consideration "in the guise of struggle with them." As an example, he pointed to the rendering of his views on the bedniak. Another example pertained to politotdely under the machine tractor stations. Shliapnikov said that on the 28 th , some had falsely accused him of saying that "in creating the politotdely, the party wants to wage civil war with the whole peasantry." 38 Shliapnikov's appeal was considered at a February 15 th meeting of the bureau of the Gosplan RSFSR party cell with the party activists (aktiv), where Shliapnikov requested that his own version of his January 27 th speech be entered into the official protocol of the assembly on the 27 th . Rather than agreeing to recognize Shliapnikov's version as correct, the bureau unanimously resolved to request that Shliapnikov revise his version of his January 27 th speech to state that he desired to participate in pre-congress party discussions and to include the phrase, "anti-Marxist conversations and thoughts [are] not dangerous for the party at assemblies." 39 There is no evidence that Shliapnikov acceded to the bureau's request.
Shliapnikov made two speeches on February 15 th and responded to questions. He called the distortions of his speech ridiculous, since anyone who knew his past positions would realize he was usually criticized for saying the opposite of what was ascribed to him in the distorted version (regarding the peasantry, for example). Significantly, he also reproved his accusers for not having a sense of humor about some of his statements, which were meant in jest; thus, Shliapnikov contested the increasing suspicion with which gentle irony was viewed in Stalinist party circles. Insisting that the version restored by him be placed in the protocol of the January 27-28 th meetings in place of the distorted version, he exclaimed, "This is the established right of each party comrade and until now, nowhere has it been called into question. had always been the custom in the party to present the stenographic record to the speakers and allow them to verify and approve it: "Even a stenographic record can only serve as a document after it has been signed." He professed not to understand why he was being pressured to recognize mistakes from the period of the Tenth and Eleventh party congresses in 1921 and 1922: "What do you want to achieve by working over these things now… I am supposed to explain each? I was sent here for work and not for an ordeal." 40 Here, as in a 1932 letter to Kollontai, he implied that some within the party were applying medieval methods. Thus, he distanced his own Bolshevism from theirs and upheld rather more liberal standards.
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Shliapnikov met with four levels of purge commissions (cell, raion, oblast, and central). In Shliapnikov's case, members of higher-level commissions participated in the proceedings of lower level commissions and vice versa. Some of the proceedings were open to spectators (almost certainly the cell-level purge session was), including people who were not members of the party. This was also customary, as the purge sessions were supposed to provide lessons to a broader party and sometimes nonparty audience. 41 Therefore, it must be considered that when Shliapnikov and commission members were speaking, it was not only to one another, but to a wider audience. In Gosplan RSFSR, the party purge began on June 8, 1933. According to commission chair Ivanov, Shliapnikov was present on that day and spoke about how earlier purges had been conducted. 42 Although he was to undergo the purge that day, he left early and did not appear for the purge on the second day, providing a doctor's note and asking to postpone his purge due to illness. Ivanov reported that Shliapnikov had told others that the CCC would purge him, not the cell. 43 Nevertheless, Shliapnikov's Gosplan RSFSR purge session was held on June 17, 1933. Ivanov chaired; Antropov and Shillert were also members. Iakov K. Peters and Aaron Aleksandrovich Sol´ts from the Moscow oblast commission also participated. 44 Those carrying out the purge intended for Shliapnikov to discuss moments when he had held minority views in party discussions and to prove his devotion to the party in 1933. Shliapnikov insisted that there was more to his party history than those moments of opposition. He spoke for almost two hours, with surprisingly few interruptions, about his childhood in a poor Old Believer family, his youth working in factories, and his party activities before 1917. His account of his childhood was very similar to descriptions he had given of it on other occasions, except that he emphasized experiences of oppression even more strongly. Twice he compared tsarist oppression of him as an Old Believer and revolutionary to tsarist-era antiSemitism and to pogromist violence. Perhaps in emphasizing this comparison, he thought that it would elicit sympathy from some members of his audience. On other occasions, he recalled that some of those present at his purge had been in other parties before the revolution, while he himself was with the Bolsheviks.
Shliapnikov was determined to conduct the purge sessions as much on his own terms as possible. When Ivanov impatiently interrupted to remind him that he should describe how he "struggled with the party," Shliapnikov replied that he "struggled more with the capitalists." 45 As he recounted numerous adventures in the wartime revolutionary underground, Peters grew indignant: "You are talking history, telling all kinds of stories; all this is not what is needed for a purge." 46 Purge commission members pressed Shliapnikov to acknowledge that when in late 1917 he signed the letter from Sovnarkom members calling for the Bolsheviks to agree with other parties in the Soviet, he had rejected the dictatorship of the proletariat. Disagreeing, Shliapnikov pointed out that he did not resign from his post as Commissar of Labor. When Antropov demanded that he "give a political evaluation" of his mistake that would characterize it as "panic", Shliapnikov jokingly parried that he was not a person who was easily frightened. In another assertive moment, he scolded Peters for having a weak grasp of history. 47 When the chairman insisted that Shliapnikov confine himself to the topic of his "struggle with the party," Shliapnikov drolly complained, "You're only interested in the negatives, but not in the positive things that I contributed to our party." Contrary to instructions, Shliapnikov proceeded to describe his military leadership during the civil war and his international trade union work. Refusing to vilify the Workers' Opposition, Shliapnikov maintained that it originated in opposition to Trotskii's proposals for militarization of industry and that its program was based on a paragraph in the party program allotting to trade unions the eventual management of production. Shliapnikov denied Antropov's accusation that the WO rejected the party's leading role and asserted that its only major mistake was failure to realize that trade union management of production was premature in the context of the early 1920s. 48 Since the WO's platform was proposed within the party, he insisted, 48. When Shliapnikov said that "under the dictatorship of the proletariat the CC of the party leads industry," there was noise (shum) among attendees. This appears to be significant, but I that made it a party document. Thus, it was legal. He did not submit to attempts to coerce from him a Stalinist "political evaluation" of the WO; Shliapnikov reiterated that the WO program was mistaken because it was not realistic at the time. Furthermore, in attesting that he did not continue to promote the WO's platform after the Tenth party congress, Shliapnikov explained that he and the others had learned a lesson from the Tenth Party Congress: "Having arranged factional struggle, you cannot freely maneuver once it has ended. This is the logic of factional struggle. Therefore we learned a lesson, not to repeat factional groupings in the future." He refused to discuss Kollontai's brochure, insisting that it was written about the Workers' Opposition, but was not a document o o o of f f f the Workers' Opposition. 49 Before the Eleventh party congress, Shliapnikov and some others had signed and sent the "Letter of the 22" to the Communist International (Comintern), protesting Russian Communist Party leaders' suppression of heterodoxy within the party. Despite pressure at the purge to call this act factionalism, Shliapnikov insisted it was only "group work." Although he acknowledged that the Eleventh Party Congress deemed the "Letter of the 22" a "factional act," Shliapnikov denied that he conducted factional work. As those present discussed the definition of factionalism, Ivanov opined that a faction did not have to be large, that only three people could constitute a faction. When in his defense, Shliapnikov pointed out that in 1922 at the 11 th Party Congress Sol´ts did not vote to exclude him for factionalism, the chairman Ivanov was disturbed. Nevertheless, Shliapnikov insouciantly continued, "I do not want to compromise comrade Sol´ts with the goodwill of his attitude towards me." Noise (shum) ensued. Although Shliapnikov seemed to be tiring, he did not let up on Sol´ts. When Sol´ts badgered him about representing his early 1920s activities inaccurately, Shliapnikov retorted that Sol´ts also knew how to conduct factional work in the 1920s. 50 The commission members tried to link him with Trotskii, Grigorii Evseevich Zinov´ev, and Lev Borisovich Kamenev in the United Opposition, but Shliapnikov denied any connection. Other episodes, such as Shliapnikov's dealings with Gavriil 50. Ibid., l. 12-4. On the next day, Shliapnikov explained in writing to the Gosplan RSFSR party cell purge commission chairman that he was reluctant to discuss all the details of the 11 th party congress' deliberations on the "Letter of the 22" at the purge session, because the deliberations had been at a closed session. Since most of the attendees at the purge session were not party members, he did not consider it permissible to enlighten them on the details. In this letter, he explained that Kamenev introduced the resolution to exclude Shliapnikov and others, but a majority rejected it. Subsequently, Mikhail Pavlovich Tomskii proposed that those mentioned in the resolution should get another chance, but be punished if they would act similarly in the future. RGASPI, f. 589, op. am not sure how. Perhaps Shliapnikov's allotment of a leading role to the CC rather than just the party was an unacceptable slip.
Il´ich Miasnikov and Workers' Group in 1923 and Sergei Pavlovich Medvedev's 1924 letter to a Baku comrade were reviewed, as were Shliapnikov's political articles in intraparty discussions in 1924 and 1926. All accused him of not giving clear answers and Antropov finally introduced the charge of dvurushnichestvo (duplicity): "It seems you formally recognized the party line but actually conducted struggle against it, moreover it was factional struggle, isn't this dvurushnichestvo?" Defiantly, Shliapnikov insisted that it only appeared so if selected episodes were examined, but not if the entirety of his work were considered. 51 The commission only touched upon his work in Gosplan RSFSR near the very end of the session. Shliapnikov admitted that he worked "very little" in Gosplan because of his deafness. Indeed, it is evident from the transcript that his hearing worsened during the course of the purge session. Despite his deafness and weariness, when Ivanov requested that he present a document "that would actually and fully criticize severely your position for the whole period of your struggle," Shliapnikov retorted, "No one has assigned me such literary works." In exasperation, Antropov asked, "Didn't you think of it on your own?" Bringing the session to a close, Sol´ts requested that someone characterize Shliapnikov's work in Gosplan, whereupon Shliapnikov asked to be excused because he felt ill and couldn't hear much. The chairman moved for a debate. 52 The Gosplan RSFSR purge commission resolved to exclude Shliapnikov from the party for dvurushnichestvo. It found him guilty of diverging from the party ever since the October 1917 Revolution, asserted that he had "spoken together with Trotskyists and right opportunists," and accused him of having worked poorly at Gosplan RSFSR. 53 In the 1920s purges, party members purged for political reasons were often charged with "incompetence" in work. 54 Shliapnikov's purge follows this same pattern; moreover, the transcript reveals that of all charges, the party cell purge commission spent the least time developing that of malfeasance in Shliapnikov's work.
Shliapnikov only received an excerpt of the purge commission's decision on July 15 th . Before this, he read of its motivations for purging him in a Pravda article by Knorin, director of the party purge for Moscow oblast. On July 15, 1933, Shliapnikov appealed in writing directly to Stalin, hoping to bypass several more purge sessions and have the Politburo reconsider his purge from the party. Shliapnikov protested not only his exclusion from the party, but also a campaign against him in the party press (Moskovskii rabochii, Pravda), depicting him as a consummate double-dealer (zakonchennyi dvurushnik). Making his case for appeal, he explained that deafness had interfered with his ability to defend himself against the charges. In the past four months, he had been deaf in both ears more than 50% of the time. In June, doctors forbade him activity that could worsen his deafness. He reminded Stalin that he and Lazar´ Moiseevich Kaganovich had assigned Shliapnikov to work in Gosplan, despite Gosplan RSFSR chair Rogov's cautions that there was not enough work for all presidium members. Shliapnikov defended his work as chief of the construction sector (stroisektor), as having placed that sector fifth among seventeen Gosplan RSFSR sectors in quality of work. Moreover, no one criticized his work until the purge campaign began. Stalin directed Shliapnikov's appeal to the Central Purge Commission 55 and Shliapnikov was forced to appeal and undergo more questioning at every level.
Within a few days, Shliapnikov directed a letter of appeal to the Bauman raion purge commission. He protested a number of mistakes in the protocol, among them that it erred in stating that he had belonged to the German Democratic Party in 1912 (indeed, there was no such party; Shliapnikov had belonged to the German Social Democratic Party -SPD). Another mistake referred to him as having been leader of the Workers' Opposition still in 1933; he demanded evidence of this. Next, Shliapnikov disputed the commission's assertion that he "conducted struggle against the party" since October 1917 "without interruption." In his appeal, he detailed everything he did to help the party. Moreover, he depicted the trade union dispute as originally a struggle in which he stood together with Lenin and the CC majority against Trotsky. Only in the last two months of 1920, he wrote, did he go "on the path of factional pre-congress struggle." He denied having defended the Workers' Opposition after the Tenth party congress and denied having ever "spoken together" with Trotsky and other oppositionists. Pointing out that the party had continued to assign him work in the 1920s, he argued, "All my mistakes were committed by me within the party and were resolved in a party manner." He published articles promoting his views only in the party press. Therefore, his actions were not directed against the party. As in the letter to Stalin, he defended his work for Gosplan RSFSR and urged that purge commission members check the Gosplan RSFSR records for verification of his work. 56 Upon appeal, Shliapnikov's case proceeded to the Bauman raion purge commission. Again, Shliapnikov underwent questioning about his party history and defended himself from the charges the Gosplan RSFSR purge commission made against him. He did not repeat the life story he recounted at the first purge session, but dwelled on the period after 1917. Some of his answers indicate that he did not hear the questions clearly or precisely. 57 Drawing distinctions between the Workers' Opposition and those who signed the "Letter of the 22," he insisted that the latter was not a continuation of the former. He made a concerted effort to refute the charges of continuity in his political struggle, pointing out that he only spoke out during times of political discussion within the party, and that factions were not even formed around some of the documents he signed, such as that of the People's Commissars in 1917. Moreover, he insisted that his mistaken views had nothing to do with kulaks or "capitalist elements," for even when he had erred, he had done so in sincere belief that he was trying to "defend the workers." Surely, he argued, the fact that the party accepted the Workers' Opposition's proposals on improving workers' living conditions attested that he had not consistently been at odds with the party. 58 Investigations of him in the 1920s failed to find him guilty of factional struggle, he reminded the purge commission. 59 Defending his work in Gosplan RSFSR, he attributed distortion of his speech on January 27 th to "people who tried to cleanse themselves on the sins of others." Finally, he insisted that the Bauman commission misunderstood the nature of his work in Gosplan, that it was strictly involved in planning and was supposed to stay away from "operative" work. At last, the chairman interrupted Shliapnikov, told him he would be informed of the commission's decision, and dismissed him. 60 The Bauman purge commission confirmed the Gosplan RSFSR purge commission's decision to exclude Shliapnikov from the party, changed the wording of its resolution to specify that he had been in the German SPD, added charges pertaining to his books on the history of the revolution, and stated that he should be excluded as someone who had "decisively broken with Bolshevism, who stays in the party because it is the only party and is in power." 61 After Shliapnikov heard of the Bauman commission's decision, he appealed to the Moscow oblast purge commission, writing that he attributed the "many deeply untrue accusations" in the Bauman commission's directive to incompetence, "malicious desire and personal enmity." Again, he referred to documents to refute the accusations and expressed indignation that the commission did not rely on documents when it accused him. Disavowing any links to Trotskyists or Rightists, he also refused to accept the commission's conflation of the two groups. Regarding his memoirs of 1917, he found it unnecessary to condemn him for these, as he already had acknowledged his mistakes in public. The commission, he wrote, engaged in "fortune-telling" when it interpreted his earlier declarations admitting mistakes as "double-dealing" undertaken in order to allow him to continue "attacks against the party" in the future. 62 Shliapnikov's meeting with the Moscow oblast purge commission in early September 1933 began confrontationally, with Shliapnikov proclaiming that he was "especially upset" by the raion purge commission's depiction of him as if he were "still engaging in factional work." 63 In response, the commission members claimed that this wording arose from a typographical error that had been corrected, but that they did indeed regard him as still being in "divergence" from party policy. The conversation then turned toward discussion of how "divergence" could be determined. Shliapnikov demanded proof: "where are the documents?" His interrogators replied variously: that it was up to Shliapnikov to prove he was not in divergence (Karavaev) and that the purge commission was not a court (Peters). Shliapnikov disagreed, calling it a "party court." 64 As before, Shliapnikov insisted, "I struggled within the party, not against the party." 65 Sol´ts clarified that it was not necessary "to prove by some juridical route" whether a member should be purged. Instead, the matter "is decided on the basis of party conscience (sovest´)". Gei found fault with Shliapnikov for holding "juridical" rather than "political" conversations with the purge commissions, for defending himself rather than "disarming." For Gei, Shliapnikov's defensive stance was evidence in itself that he still held to his old views. 66 Earlier in the meeting, Shliapnikov had asserted that if there were no documents proving the charges, then "personal enmity" must lie behind them. 67 Peters called Shliapnikov a degenerate (pererozhdenets) for thinking so. Further, he assured Shliapnikov that his "appearance" did not "call forth enmity"; thus, any enmity he, Peters, felt, was "only according to party regulations." Shliapnikov drily replied, "That is very pleasant." 68 Sol´ts admitted to "extraordinary interest" in Shliapnikov's purge because Shliapnikov had a long party history, whereupon Shliapnikov asked Sol´ts if he knew Shliapnikov would be excluded and Sol´ts said he suspected so. Shliapnikov replied that he also suspected it. Sol´ts continued: "We live in such a grandiose period that if a party member does not show himself, he is not a party member. […] [T]here is no Shliapnikov in the party, but there is a person, who is there, who does something, but not a party member. In such a time, in such a great time, about which we have dreamed so many years, comrade Shliapnikov ironically saunters around." He deemed Shliapnikov's complaints of illness and "weakened emotions" to be "trifles." Addressing Shliapnikov, Sol´ts proclaimed, "your heart is empty […] The conversation turned toward what Shliapnikov should be excluded for. Knorin proposed to designate Shliapnikov a Menshevik and "enemy of the party" outright, rather than "an inoffensive Philistine (meshchanin and obyvatel´)," as some comrades preferred. Beyond simply confirming the Bauman raion commission's decision, he called for declaring Shliapnikov's appeal of his purge to be "an anti-party document." 70 After hearing Knorin, Shliapnikov appeared to regard Peters and Sol´ts as holding milder positions. Therefore, he offered concessions to them, including showing more activism in the Moscow party organization. Spurning his offer, Filatov declared he had "entered a dead end street." Shliapnikov obstinately maintained, "I have been in the party 33 years. Half of them I have not had a party card. If I am deprived of a party card, then this will change nothing. I won't be different. I have no convictions that are not of the working class." When Filatov told him he was already different, Shliapnikov retorted, "If I am different, then I nevertheless am not you, but myself." At this point, Knorin told him he should leave, so that the commission could make a decision, and that he could appeal to the Central Purge Commission. 71 After Shliapnikov left, Sol´ ts insisted that the decision emphasize that Shliapnikov was being purged not only for the past, but also for the present. The others agreed. 72 The final decision proclaimed that Shliapnikov "continues double-dealing" and "continues to defend the Workers' Opposition, which was born of trade unionist Menshevism," that his "appeal is a deeply antiparty document." Thus, it included Knorin's assessment of Shliapnikov's appeal and tainted the Workers' Opposition with Menshevism, but did not designate Shliapnikov as a Menshevik outright. 73 The final court of appeal was the Central Purge Commission; Shliapnikov met with its secretariat on September 29, 1933. 74 As the meeting began, Shliapnikov asked ironically why, if he really "conducted antiparty work for 16 years," as accused by the lower level purge commissions, the CC and CCC did not notice it. As before, his posture was defensive, regarding his politics and his work in Gosplan. 75 Iaroslavskii held forth: "Shliapnikov still doesn't understand what is demanded of him as a party member [..] He says he was sick.
[…] It's no misfortune if Shliapnikov lives one year less, but for that he would live as a party member (partiets), having corrected his behavior in the eyes of party members…" 76 Ivanov, chairman of the Gosplan RSFSR party purge commission, claimed that Shliapnikov, unlike all others, was allowed to talk about his life for two hours at the At the end of his speech, Ezhov agreed with Shliapnikov's exclusion from the party, but allowed that Shliapnikov might "improve" and might "prove this by his actions," so that he might enter the party again in the future. 83 Shliapnikov's concessions at this later stage of the purge emerged from his extreme exhaustion and illness. His final words revealed the toll the purge had taken on his health and state of mind: […] I will do all. Members of the commission will become convinced of this, if they will vote for me to remain within the party. Goodbye. I hope to meet with you as a party member. 84 The central purge commission confirmed Shliapnikov's exclusion from the party as a dvurushnik and a pererozhdenets, guilty of "Menshevik vacillations." 85 C C C Co o o on n n nc c c cl l l lu u u us s s si i i io o o on n n n Shliapnikov suspected that his exclusion was inevitable, yet he struggled determinedly to refute the accusations against him. First, he preserved a spark of hope that he would not be excluded; indeed, there had been many aborted efforts to exclude him in the past. Second, he intended to confront individuals who knew him, forcing them to make personal choices about his exclusion. Third, he intended to create a record refuting the charges against him, for history and for political purposes. Fourth, perhaps he thought there was some room in which to negotiate the terms of his exclusion and create the possibility for restoration of his party membership. Indeed, Ezhov seemed to hold out that possibility. Although Shliapnikov's purge surely was a foregone conclusion, the transcripts of the purge sessions appear to indicate some indecision and negotiations among purge commission members as to the terms on which Shliapnikov should be excluded. Among the many other former Workers' Oppositionists purged in 1933 was Shliapnikov's close friend Sergei Medvedev, whom the Moscow oblast commission purged in November 1933. Since Medvedev did not belong to a party cell in 1932 and his membership papers had been lost, he was purged later than many others. Unlike Shliapnikov, Medvedev declined to say much on his own behalf at the purge, telling Sol´ts and Karavaev that they must already know enough about him from earlier CCC investigations. He only explained that he did not belong to a cell because his paperwork had been lost and no one wished to issue him new paperwork attaching him to a cell. 87 This might have reflected the known troubles that followed former oppositionists and that had the potential to draw suspicion toward their fellow cell members. Upon learning of Medvedev's purge, Shliapnikov sent him a letter from Kislovodsk, where Shliapnikov was on vacation. Attempting to cheer up Medvedev, he mocked charges in the press that Medvedev, even while standing in the reserves, had undermined the work of the Commissariat of Heavy Industry, headed by Grigorii Konstantinovich (Sergo) Ordzhonikidze. 88 Not long after his purge, Medvedev was sent into administrative exile to Karelia to work on the White Sea-Baltic Sea Canal. Shliapnikov encouraged him to appeal his exclusion from the party, but Medvedev replied pessimistically, "However bitter it is to recognize that there is no return for us to the past, we must recognize this indisputable fact! I cannot find a place in my consciousness for the thought that without the vilest self-abasement we can be rehabilitated…" Medvedev explained the purge and other recent political events within the party as "a delayed episode of 
